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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 33, 55 and 57 - 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over EP 0 726 508 (Frampton; hereafter referred as the EP) in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,445,703 (Greszczuk et al.). 

With respect to the limitations of claim 33, note that such limitations read on the 
EP reference at Col. 2, line 43 - Col. 5, line 51 . 

With respect to claims 57 - 58, note Col. 4, lines 3 - 8. 

What the EP reference does not explicitly disclose in the new limitations of 
causing the communication terminals to analyze the synchronization information in at 
least the first and second operating modes. However, Greszczuk et al. teach such at 
Col. 6, line 25 - Col. 7, line 67. In Addition, note Col. 8, lines 23 - 33 of Greszczuk et 
al. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have incorporated 
such synchronization into the EP system (if not already inherent) in order to reduce 
errors in transmission. 
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Claims 34 - 35 and 50 - 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the EP reference and U.S. Patent No. 6,356,538 (Li) or in the 
alternative Greszczuk et al. 

Note that the EP reference teaches that in a second mode at least one or more 
components are deactivated (see Col. 3. lines 8 - 12 of EP) to save battery power. 
However, the EP reference does not explicitly teach a third mode. Li teaches that such 
a third mode is known in the art (see Abstract and Figs. 4 - 8 of Li). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have to have incorporated such a third mode 
as taught by Li into the EP reference in order to further conserve the battery. In 
addition, note a third mode as taught by Greszczuk et al. at Col. 8, lines 1 - 8 and/or 
Col. 8, lines 34-37. 

With respect to claim 35, since both references teach that synchronization is 
important, such a limitation is inherent in Li. In addition, note the cited portions above 
relating to Greszczuk et al. 

Claims 36 - 43, 45, 48 - 49, 56 and 59 - 65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) 
as being unpatentable over the EP reference and Li and further in view of Greszczuk et 
al. 

With respect to limitations contained in these claims, note that many would 
appear to be obvious in either the EP or Li references in order to maintain 
synchronization. Communicating between the master station and the terminals also 
includes confirmations and requests as shown in at least in Cols. 6 - 8 of Greszczuk et 
al. Therefore, it would have been obvious, if not already inherent, at least in some 
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cases, in the other two references, to one of ordinary skill in the art to use such 
requests, confirmation and communications between the master station and the 
terminals in order to retain synchronization. 

With respect to claim 44, "marks" are well known in the art and it would be 
obvious (inherent) to use such marks when using Frames wherever it is deemed 
necessary. 

Claims 46 - 47 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
EP reference/ Greszczuk et al. and U.S. Patent No. 5606313 (Allen et al.). 

With respect to claim 46, the EP reference/ Greszczuk et al. teach the limitations 
as claimed except for the inversion aspect to the invention. However, note that Allen et 
al. teach that such is known in the art (see Col. 7, lines 7 - 52 of Allen et al.). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have incorporated such inversion 
technique with wake-up as taught by Allen et al. in the EP reference in order to 
conserve battery power. 

With respect to claim 56, note that bursty traffic is always transmitted over time. 

With respect to claims 59 - 65, these limitations would be obvious in view of the 
discussion above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 52 - 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the EP reference/ Greszczuk et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,794,137 (Harte) 

With respect to claims 52 - 53, the EP reference/ Greszczuk et al. teach the 
claimed limitations except for the dynamically adapting aspect. However, note that 
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Harte teaches such is known in the art (see Col. 7, lines 16 - 23). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have incorporated such dynamically 
adapting as taught by Harte in the EP reference/ Greszczuk et al. in order to conserve 
battery power. 



Applicant's arguments with respect to claims have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Note the Abstracts and Summary of the Inventions of the 
references cited on the 892. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Bill Deane whose telephone number is (571) 272-7484. 
In addition, facsimile transmissions should be directed to Bill Deane at facsimile number 
(571)273-8300. 
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